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A study was conducted to determine whether a significant relationship exists
between the teacher's judgment of her pupils' social status and the pupils' "actual

social rank" in the class. Six teachers (one for each grade from one through six) in a

selected northern Indiana elementary school were given forms listing their pupils'

names accompanied by three columns designated "work companibn," "play companion,"

and "seat companion." On these forms, teachers ranked thee pupils according to how

they perceived each pupil's acceptance by his classmates in each of the areas. Then

three different sociometric tests were administered to the pupils so they could rank

each other in each of the three areas. The Spearman Rank-Order Correlation

Coefficient was used to determine the relationship between the teachers'iudgments of
sociometric status and the actual sociometric status as measured by the

sociometric tests. It was concluded "that there is a difference between teachers in the

accuracy of thee judgments concerning the sociometric status of their pupils."

Therefore, ft is recommended that further research be conducted in this area in order

to determine how teachers' judgments may be improved so that teachers can, in turn,

become more effective in promoting the social adjustment of pupils. (A 12-item
bibliography is appended) (SG)
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Modern education has became inareasingly aware of

its role in the social and emotional development of todays

students. No longer does the teacher's role consist only

of teadhing the cognitive functions. She has now taken an

a large share of the responsibility for the social develop-

ment of her pupils, and is continually striving to assist

various pupils became more accepted by their classmates.

However, before this can be adhieved it is necessary for

her to bave some knowledge of the students' present social

acceptability.

Possibly one could say that a teaeher dhould be

able to acquire this type of information by merely observ-

ing the interactions and relationships within the class.

But, is there really any relationdhip between the teacher's

judgment and the actual social rank of her pupils?

Purpose of the Study

This study is vn attempt to find out if any signi-

ficant relationdhip exists between the teacher's judgment of

har pupils' social status and the pupils' actual social rank

in the class. Or stated in the form of a null hypothesis,

there is no significant relationdhip between the teacher's

judgment of her pupils social status and the pupils' actual

social rank in the class.
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Definition of Terms

For purpose of clarity the terms used in this study
are defined as follows:

Sociometric testan instrument which "requires an
individual to choose his associates for any group of which
he is or might become a member."1

Criterionbasis on which associates are chosen on
a sociometric test. In this study the criteria are work
companion, play companion, and seat companion.

Sociometric status"degree to which a pupil is
accepted by his classmates, in terms of the number of
choices he receives from them on a sociometric test."2

Teacher judgmentrelative rank of students to their
classmates in terms of the teacher's estimate of their
sociometric status.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Although the literature on sociametrie testing is

voluminous, most of it has no direct bearing on the problem

at hand. It appears as though only a limited number of

studies have been made conoerning teadherst judgments of

student sociametric status, and. only a few sudh studies

have been undertaken recently.

The sociametric test, as such, was devised by

Moreno, and first used in a public sdhool in BroOkyln, New

York. All students from kindergarten through eighth grade

were asked to choose from among their classmates whom thty

"ould most prefer to have sit ntar them. Moreno described

the results of Nhis first attempt as follows:

As a consequence of the test given to thtse
pupils a complex structure of the class organization
was uncovered, widely differing from the prevalent
one. A number of pupils remained unohosen or isolat-
ed; a number ahose eadh other, forming mutual pairs,
triangles, or chains; others attracted so many ehoices2
that they captured the center of the stage like othtrs:

A more extensive study concerning sociometric tests

in the classroom was conducted by Bronfenbrenner. As a re-

sult of his study, Bronfenbrenner found that the number of

cholees a student receives on a sociametric test is a reli-

able index of sociometric status. Ht states:

In summary, for sociometric situations in
'craving as many as three criteria with five choices



allotted per person, the total nuMber of dhoices re-
ceived by eadh child may be used with reasonable
confidence as a reliable index of sociametric status
provided the number of criteria and chopes allotted
remains constant for all groups tested.4'

Ever since the sociametric tedhnique was devised by
Moreno there has been some question as to whether an out-

side observer could judge the sociometric status of members
of a groups, In Moreno's original administration of the test
he asked the teachers to judge which boy and girl would re-
ceive most of the choices from their classmatOs and which
two would receive next most, Furthermore, he asked then, to

judge which two would receive the least choices and which

two would receive the next least. Concerning the teachers'

judgments he commented:that "in 48 per cent of the instances
the teachers' judgments coincided with the findings through
the sociometrie test in respect to the two most chosen boys
and girls; in 38 per cent of the instances in respect to
the least chosen boys and girls in her classrooms "5

Bonney conducting a sociometric study had three

fifth grade teachers make judgments concerning their pupils'
sociometrie status. In this study the teachers were asked
to place their students in five categories--highbet group,
above average, about average, below average, and lowest

group. Bonney found that in comparing the teachers' group-

ings of their students with the aociometrie results that,
"approximately ninety per cent of the children were placed
by the teachers, either in the same quintile, or only one



removed fram that in thich they were placed by pupil

choioes."6

la another study by Bonney thirteen teadhers were

asked to make Iudgments in regard to the sociametric status

of 291 high school students. These students were asked to

select their two best friends, The results were then

vided into three groupshigh, middle, and low. The high

group consisted of those who had received three or more

choices; the middle group one or two dhoices; and the low

group no choices, Three months later the thirteen teachers

were asked to rate the students in the high, middle, or low

group on the basis of their estimate of hour many choices

eadh student received, The average accuracy of teadherst

judgment was 45 per cent for the high and middle woup, and

28 per cent for the low group.7

Gage, Leavitt, and Stone in a much more extensive

investigation compared the judgments of 103 teadhers in

fourth, fifth, and sixth grade classes, with the results of

a sociametric test Whidh was given to their students. In

this test the pupils were asked to choose the five children

in their room Whom they would most prefer to have as class

mates if the class were divided into two Eroups. The

teadherst judgments consisted of predicting which five

children each pupil would dhoose. The relationship between

the teacherst /udgments and the sociametric results was

then determined by correlating the number of choices eadh
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pupil received on the sociometric test with the number of

choices the teacher predicted each pupil would receive. An

average correlation coefficient of 448 was obtained for the

103 teachers which shows a fair degree of relationship be-

tween teachers' Judgments and pupils' choices.8

In another study Gronlund asked the teachers to rank

their pupils in the order in which they thought the pupils

were accepted by their classmates instead of having them

predict the exact responses each individual would make.

Then the relationship between the teachers' judgments and

the sociometric results was determined by correlating the

teachers' rank-order predictions of their pupils' accept-

ance with the pupils' actual rankings, based on the num.

ber of sociometric choices each pupil received. As a re-

sult Gronlund obtained an average correlation coefficient

of .60 for 40 sixth grade teachers' judgments using three

dit ferent sociometric criteria: work companion, play com.

panion, and seat companion. Their judgments of pupil ac-

ceptance as work companions was found to be a correlation of

.61, for play companions .55, and for seat companions .620

Although Gronlund found a difference in the accura-

cy of teachers' .judgments among the criteria of work com-

panion, play companion, and seat companion, he found no dif-

ference in the accuracy of teachers' judgments of the socio-

metric status of boys and girls.9

In a more recent study Hoffman, Amidon, and Schantz

asked 28 teachers in an elementary school to anticipate the
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three pupils in their class who would receive the most
choices as workmates, the three who would receive the most

choices as playmates, and the three who would receive the

most choices as seatmates. When the teachers had completed

their judgments the students were asked to name the three
children in their class with whom they would most like to
work with, the three they would most like to play with, and

the three they would most like to sit near.
The correlation of the teachers' judgments with the

sociometric test scores indicated that the primary grade

teachers were better able to anticipate children's choices

than were the intermediate grade teachers. It was found

that the intermediate grade teachers were best able to pre-
dict children's choices of playmates, and that primary

grade teachers were best able to anticipate children's

choices of seatmates. Furthermore, they concluded that the

least perceptive teachers chose children on the basis of in-
t011igence in all three categories. However, the perceptive

teachers were aware of social realities and were thus more
capable of judging children' s choices.10

In summary, the literature related to this study has
indicated that the sociometric test may be used as a reli-
able index of sociometric status, and that it has been found

to be fairly stable. However, in regard to teachers' judg-

ments of pupil sociometric status it is evident that the
ability of teachers to make such judgments varies widely
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among teachers. Some teacher s being quite accurate, where-

as, some are very poor judges. Also in reviewing related,

research it appears that in some studies there has been a

difference in the teachers' degree of accuracy in the three

categories: work companion, play companion, and seat

companion,
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CHAPTER III

FIZEHOD OF INVESTIGATION

The procedure used in this study may be described
as follows: six teachers, representing grades one through
six in a selected northern Indiana elementary school, were
asked to make judgments concerning the sociometric status
of their pupils. Each teacher was given two teacher judg-
ment forms, one containing the names of the girls in her
rooni, and one containing the names of the boys. To the

right of these names were three colunms, one for work corn.-
paniims one for play companion, and one for seat companion.

Beginning with the judgment form for girls each teacher
ranked her girl pupils in the order in thich she judged
they would be accepted by their classmates as work compan-
ions. This same procedure was then followed for the girls'
acceptance as play companions, and finally as seat compan-

ions. When this judenent form was completed the above pro-

cedure was repeated for the boys' judgment form.
After both of these forms were compUte six sets of

judgments were received from each teacher: one each for the

sociometrie statue of girls as work companions, play com-
panions, and seat companions; and one each for the ocio-

metric status of boys as work companions, play companions,

and seat companions.

The noxt step was to administer sociametrie tests to

the six participating classes. At the beginning of this
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testing eadh teadher provided her pupils with a complete

list of all the pupils in the room. She then asked them to

select from this list the names of five classmates with

whom they would most prefer to worketelft7 Then they were

instructed to write these five names down, on a slip of

paper Which was later collected. The use of five dhoices

was decided upon since it was found by Groniund that the

reliability of sociometric status increased with the nuMber

of choices up to five.
11

On the following day eadh student was asked to se-

lect the five pupils with whom he would most prefer to play

144:tars and list their names. On the third day eadh student

listed the five pupils he would most prefer to sit near.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

To determine if there was any relationdhip between

the teachers' judgments and the sociometric status of their

pupils the following procedure was carried out for each of

the six classes. The number of choices each pupil received

was tallied separately for eaeh of the three sociametric

tests. Eadh choice was assigned a value of one regardless

of whether it was a first, second, thitd, fourth, or fifth

choice. When these results were tabulated the pupils were

then ranked, with the pupil receiving the most votes being

assigned the rank of 1, the pupil receiving the second most

votes being assigned the rank of 2, and so forth. In the

case where several pupils received the same number of votes

they were each assigned the median rank. For example, if

three pupils eaah received eight votes, and if this hap

pemad to be the highest number of votes received by anyone,

then eaeh of the three pupils would be assigned the median

ramk of 2.

After campleting this process a total of six sets

of sociametric ranks was obtained for eaah class with three

of these sets being for the girls, and three for the boys.

The Spemmuan Hank-Order Correlation Coefficient was then

used to calculate the correlation between the six sets ofthe

teadher's judgments and the six sets of sociametric results

from eadh class.
12 These correlation coefficients are
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presented in Table 1.

TABLE 344, CORRNLATION COtvOICIENTS OP TEACHER JUDGMENTS
AND PUPIL SOCIOMETRIC STATUS BY GRADE AND SELECTED
SOCIOMETRIC CRITERIA

Grade
level

1

Work
companion

Play
companion

Seat
companion

GIRLS

1 .73 .64. .67
2 .40 .74 .75
3 .60 .64 .69

4
5

.79

.714- WI.
.56
.84

6 .31 .51 .28

Mean (girls) .60 .63 .63

BOYS

1 .54 .23 .62
2 .10 .09 .20
3 .62 .30 .30

4, .67
.82

.81

.56
.72
.144

6 .26 .69 .62

Mean (boys) .50 .45 48

An .examination of Table 1 reveals that teachers vary

from .09 to .84 in their ability to make sociometric judgim
mentss and it also seems that teachers in this study made
better judgments concerning their girls than their boys.
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The mean accuracy of teachers' judgrients for girls being

higher in all three categories than the mean accuracy for

boys in these categories. In comparing these means it ap-

pears that teachers did nearly equally well in each of the

categories.
In order to retain or reject the null hypothesis

that, there is no signigicant relationship between the

teacher's judgment of her pupils' social status and the pu-
pils' actual social raxik in the class, the correlation co-

efficients were applied to the i-test at the .05 level of

significance.13 The results are presented in Table 2.

TABLE 2. ANALYSIS OF TEACRKR JUDGMENT AND PUPIL SOCIOMETRIC
STATUS ACCORDING TO SELECTED SOCIOMETRIC CRITERIA
CLASSIFIED BY SEX

Sex Sooiometric
criteria

r* t.05 Null
bypothesis

GRADE 1

Girls
Girls
Girls

Boys
Boys
Boys

GRADE 2

Girls
Girls
Girls

Wbrk
Play
Seat

Wbrk
Play
Seat

Wbrk
Play
Seat

.73

.64
067

.54

.23

.62

.40

.74

.75

10
10
10

10
13
13

17
17
17

.58
8

.58

.51

.51

.51

«46
.46
.46

Reject
Reject
Reject

Reject
Retain
Reject

Retain
Reject
Reject

correlation, df degrees of freedom



TABLE 2 (Continued)

Sex Sociametric
criteria

r* t005 Null
hypothesis

AMINIMIIINIMIN.WF.Ww.M111111.MP.M.........0....4....."101.111111110MONIIMENIP

GRADE 2 (Continued)

Boys Wbrk .10 15 .48 Retain

Boys Play .09 15 4,48 Retain

Boys Seat .20 15 .48 Retain

GRADE 3
1

Girls Wbrk .60 16 .47 Reject

Girls Play .64 16 .47 Reject

Girls Seat .69 16 .47 Reject

Boys Wbrk .62 12 .53 Reject

Boys Play .30 12 .53 Retain

Boys Seat .30 12 .53 Retain

GRADE 4

Girls Work .79 11 .55 Reject

Girls Play .41 11 .55 Retain
Girls Seat .56 11 .55 Reject

Boys Wbrk .67 18 .44 Reject
Boys Play .81 18 .114 Reject

Boys Seat .72 18 .44 Reject

GRADE 5

Girls Wbrk .74 11 .55 Reject

Girls Play .81 11 .55 Reject
Girls Seat 84. 11 55 Reject

Boys Work .82 13 .51 Reject

Boys Play .56 13 1 Reject

Boys Seat .44 13 1 Retain

GRADE 6

Girls Work .31 13 .51 Retain
Girls Play 0 13 .51 Retain
Girls Seat 28 13 .51 Retain

Boys Work .26 13 51 Retain
Boys Play .69 13 .51 Reject
Boys Seat .62 13 .51 Reject

3? o relation, df n degrees of freedou
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In reviewing Table 2 it is evident that in 13 in.

stances the null hypothesis was retained, whereas, in 23

cases it was rejected. Also it appears that the null hy.

pothesis was rejected almost an equal number of times in

each of the three categories: eight times for work campan

ion, seven times for play companions and eight tiqies for

seat companion. This would seem to indicate that generally

speaking there was no one area in whidh the teadhersi judg.

malts were accurate to a greater or lesser degree.

In examining Table 2 it appears that teadhersi judg .

mants do not meessarily inorease or decrease as one ascends

from first grade through sixth grade. In fact the number

of times the primary grade teachers rejected the null hy-

pothesis was almost equal to tho number of times it was re.

jected by intermediate grade teadhers, This number being

eleven times for primary teadhers, and twelve for inter

medlate,teadhers.
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ClIAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATION

Summary

The subject of this study was that of determining if

there was any relationship between the accuracy of teachers'

judgments concerning their pupils' social status and the pu.

pils' actual social rank in the class. Six teachers were

involved in this study with one representing each of the

wcades from one through six. Each teacher was given two

teacher judgment forms, one pertaining to the girls in her

roam, and one pertaining to the boys. On eadh of these

forms were listed the pupils' names and to the right of

these were three columns: one for work companion, one for

play companion, and one for seat companion. The teadhers

used these columns to rank their pupils according to how

they perceived their pupils were accepted by their class

mates in each of these areas. The rank of 1 being assigned

to the pupil whom the teacher judged would receive the most

choices from his classmates in that particular category.
The rank of 2 thus being given to the pupil wham the teadh

er felt would receive the second most choices, end so forth

on down the line. Since boys and girls were ranked sepa

rately each teacher completed. six sets of rankings, three

for gir1f4, and three for boys.
After the teachers' judgments were completed three
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different sociometric tests were administered to their pu-

pils with one being given each day for three successive

days. On the first day the pupils were asked to list the

five pupils in their class with whom they would most pre-

fer to work with; the second day they listed the names of

the five pupils they would most prefer t o play with; the

third day the pupils listez1 the names of the five class

mates with whom they would most prefer to sit near. The

number of choices a pupil received on each of the tests

was calculated and in this way each pupil could be ranked

in each of the categories. Since there were three ori-

teria used in giving the sociometric tests each pupil re-

ceived a seperate ranking for each of these categories.

To determine the relationship between the teachers'

judgments of the sociometric status and the actual socio-

metric) status as measured by the sociometrio tests, the

Spearman Rank-Order Correlation Coefficient was used. Since

there were six classes involved in this study a total of 36

correlations was obtained. Then in order to retain or re

ject the null hypothesis that there is no significant re
lationship between the teacher s judenent of her pupils'

social status and the pupils' actual social rank in the

class, the correlations were compared with the xi soores at

the .05 level of significance. As a result the null hy-

pothesis was retained 13 times, and. rejected the remaining

23 times.
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It appears that the null hypothesis was rejected al-
most an equal number of times for each of the three cri-
teria: eight times for work companion, seven times for play

companion, and eight times for seat companion. When the

primary and intermediate grades are compared it is evident
that the null hypothesis was rejected nearly the same num-
ber of times by each.

Conclusions

In examining the results of this study it appears
that there is a difference between teachers in the accu-
racy of their judgments concerning the sociometric status

of their pupils. The correlation coefficients representing
the accuracy of the teachers' judgments ranged from .09 to
.81+. In general teachers were more accurate in judging
their girls than their boys, with the mean accuracy of
teachers' judgments for girls being higher in all three
categories than their judgments for boys. It is evident in
comparing these means that teachers did equally well in
judging their pupils according to work companions, play com-

panions, and seat companions. Also it appears that primary
and intermediate grade teachers did almost equally well in

their judgments.



C.))

19

Hecomendation

Since the social adjustment of pupils has become one

of the objectives of modern education it is important that

a teacher be able to judge the social status of her pupils

in order to help them further their social adjustment. How;

ever, this study has shown that the ability of teachers to

make such judgments varies widely among teachers. Perhaps,

it would be valuable to conduct further research in this

area to determine if, and how the teachers' judgaents could

be improved and become more accurate. Possibly this could

be achieived through specific training in this area. Hope-

fully this increased accuracy would, in turn, help teachers

become more effective in promoting the social adjustment of

their pupils.
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FOOTNOTES

1Moreno, J.L., Who Shall Survive?, p. 11.
2Gronlund, Norman, "The Accuracy of Teachers' Judg-

ments Concerning the Sociometric Status of Sixth-Grade
Pupils," in The Sociometry Reader, p. 581.

3Moreno, .220 Cit PO 240

4Bronfenbreimer, Urie, "A Constant Frame of Ref-
erence for Sociametric Research: Part II, EXperiment and
Inference," Socianetry 7:69, Februarys 1944.

5Moreno, 22, cit P 25.

6Bonney, LE., "The Constancy of Sociometric Scores
and Their Relationship to Teacher judgments of Social Suc-
cess, and to Personality Se lf-Ratingsp" Sociometry 6 :43.99,
Novedber, 1943.

?Bonney, N.B.,. "Sociometric Study of Appeement
Between Teacher Judgments and Student Choices," Sociometry
10:133-10, May, 1947.

8Gage, N.L., Leavitt, GoSo p Stories G.C., Teachers'
Understandila of Their Pupils, and yupils' Ratings of Their
Teachers, Psychological Monographs: General and Applied,
73174-67; no. 21, American Psychological Association, Inc.,
Washingt on, D. C. , 1955.

9Gronlund, 221.. cit., p. 581.

10,
Hoffman, 04,B,, And.donlE.J., Schantz, BoBop

"Teacher Perception of Pupil Sociometric Choice," The eadh-era anew. Journal 37:4, January, 1966.

11
Gronlund, eit., p. 596 (citing Grupo Adlmstwa

mnt: A Study in Experimental socioloa, p. $

tiewstetter, Mark Z. Feldstein, Theodore N. Newcomb,
School of Applied Social Sciences, Western Reserve Unlver-
sity, Cleveland, 1938).
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12Damaie, N.M., Heath, I'LL, Basic Statistical
Methods, p. 207.

13Ibid., p. 306 (citing Statistical Tables for
Biologicalr riricultural, and Medical Research, labrir VI,
by R.A. Fisher, F. Yates, Viivia-r-ar Boyd Ltd., Edinburgh).
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APPENDIX

Appendix A

Teacher Judgment Forms

Teacher Judgment Girls Grade Lavel

27

Girls Names Work
Compcmion

Play
Companion

Seat
Companion

1.

2.
_0.

.4,.

8 . -

9
.

10

11.

12.

1

1

1

16

17*
111IMPOOMMII~ft0.11.011.06111101111

180 k

1



Teacher Judgment Boys Grade Level

28

011111111110.11111110111

....................................
Boys limes Work

Companion

1=11

Play
Companion

Seat
Companion

1.

OEM
IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII=

6. 11111.1111
at IIIIIIIMIIMIINII

IMIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

11111111111

8.

9.

10.

13..

1111N11111.111112.

3. 11111111111111111111111

I
IIIIIIIIHMIMIII
111111111011111111111

16 11111.1111111111111
1 11.111111111.1111111

8 111111111111

19.

20 IIIIIIIIIIIIIIMIIIIMIN21
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Appendix B

Teadher Judgment Rankings and Pupil
Sociometric Rankings According
to Grade Level and Selected

Sociametric Criteria

Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

GIRLS, GRADE 1, WORK COMPANIONS

2

6

8
9 3

10

11 11

GIRLS, GRADE 1, PLAY COMPANIONS

10

6
7

8

9
2

7

1.5
10
3

7
10
1.5
7
45

10

1 10 9
2 2 44

6 2

5 it

4.5
7.5

6 7 10.5

3
7.5

73

9
3

9 1 6
10 5 1

11 11 10.5

GIRLS, GRADE 1, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 10 9
2 3 3 5



WMIMINEN,..MilNIV.
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Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

GIRLS, GRADE 1, BEAT COMPANIONS (Continued)

3

5
6
7

5

7
8
9

3.5

6,5
6.5
9

2 1
9 1 3.5

Io 6 3.5
11 11 9

BOYS, GRADE 1, WORK COMPANIONS

1 6 4
2 3 1
3 7 14.

8 4
5 13 13

6 L. 10
7 12 14.
8 1 7.5
9 11 4

10 9 11.5

13. 5 L.
12 2 7.5
13 10 9
14 14 11.5

BOYS, GRADE 1, PLAY COMPANIONS

1 13:. 9.5
2 2 1

4
6 11
8 2.5

5 12 14

6 5 5.5
7 7 12.5
8 1 9.5
9 10 5.5

10 99 8
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Pupil Teacher judgnent Pupil
soolometric status

BOYS, GRADE 1, PLAY COMPANIONS (Continued)

11
12
13
114.

BOYS, GRADE 1, SEAT COMPANIONS

L 12 9.5
2 3 1
3 6 L.

L. 8 7.5
5 13 11.5

6 5 9.5
7 11 13.5
8 1 2.5
9 hit 5.5

10 7 11.5

11 14- 7.5
12 2 2.5
3..l 0

9
1

5.5
13.5

GIRLS, GRADE 2, WORK COMPANIONS

1 5 7
2 18 11.5
3 4 lg.54- 17
5 12 9.5

6 13 12.5

Z
15

2
1145

1
9 6 5

le 1 17

13. 9 la
12 lo 9.5
13 13. lie
114. 3
15 16 14.5



t
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Pupil Teacher judgnent Pupil
sociometric status

IMMEMIIINNIONwolIMIllftwil.10.11111111411111

GIRLS, GRADE 2* WORX COMPANIONS (Continued)

16 8 5

17 144 2.5

18 7 2.5

GIRLS, GRADE 2$ PLAY COMPANIONS

1 A 5.5
2 13.5

4
4
17

3
13.5

5 11 9.5

6 12 13.5
16
8

17.5
1.

9 1 3

10 5 13.5

11 13 1745

12 114. 9.5
13 10 13.5

14-
6 3

15 15 13.5

16 7 8

17 9 7

18 2 5.5

GIRLS, GRADE 2, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 2 9

2 18 12

3 3 6

4 15 16.5

5 12 1/1.

6 9 9

7 114. 16.5
8 7 395
9 1 1

10 6 6
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Pupil Teacher judenent Pupil
sociametric status

GIRLS, GRADE 2i SEAT COMPANIONS (Contimued)

11
12
13
114.
15

13
17
11
5

3.6

3.2

12
16.5
2

16.5

16 8 3.5
17
l

10
4

6
b 9

BOYS, GRADE 2, WORK COMPANIONS

1 8.5
2

lg
8,5

3 7 12

4 9 3
5 3 12

6 6 5.5
7 2 2
8 34 8.5
9 10 14.5
10 16 12

13. 12 5.5
12 11 1
13 5 8,5

114- 4 4
15 1 16

16 3.5 14.5

BOYS, GRADE 2, PLAY COMPANIONS

1 7 10.5
2 10 6.5
3 6 16

14.
11 3

5 3 4*5

6 2 6.5
7 9 1.5
8 16 10,5



Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

BOYS, GRADE 2, PLAY COMPANIONS (Continued)

9 8 10.5
10 15 4.5
13. 13 4.5
12 4 1.5
13 12 10.5

24 5 10.5
15 1 io.5
16 iii. 14.5

BOYS, GRADE 2, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 10 5
2 5 5
3 3 16
4 2 8
5 12 10

6 11 5
7 1 5
8 14 11.5
9 9 13.5

10 16 15

3.3. 8 2
12 13 1
13 7 11.5
14 6 5
15 4 9

16 15 13.5

GIRLS, GRADE 3$ WORK COMPANIONS

1 15 15.5
2 9 11

4
e lo

1.5
8.5

5 1 3.5

6 6 3.6
7 7 13.5
8 13 15.5
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Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

GIRLS, GRADE 3, WORK COMPANIONS (Continued)

9 16 11
10 311- 8.5
11 8 5
12 17 17
13 12 11

31I. 2 13.5
15 11 6
16 3 7
17 5 1.5

GIRLS, GRADE 3, PLAY COMPANIONS

1 13.5
2

3i
7.5

14
6

16.5
30 4

3

5 2 4.5
6 13 2
7 4 13.5
8 11 13.5
9 12 13.5

10 10 10

11 1 45
12 16 16.5
13 15 11.
14 7 9
15 9 7.5

16 5 6
17 3 1

GIRLS, GRADE 3, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 16 12.5
2 13 9
3 6 1.5
4 12 16
5 2 5
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Pupil Teadher judgment Pupil
sociametrie status

GIRLS, GRADE 3, SEAT COMPANIONS (Continued)

6 5 L.

7 7 9
8 8 12.5

9 10 12.5

10 11 12.5

11 1 1.5
12 17 17
13 15 9
14 9 15
15 14 6.5

16 3 6.5
17 L. 3

BOYS, GRADE 3, WORK COMPANIONS

1 4 7.5
2 3 4.5
3 2 1
L. 11 2.5
5 9 11

6 6 7.5
13 13
10 11

9 8 11
10 12 7.5

11 5
4..512 7 4,5

13 1 2.5

BOYS, GRADE 3, PLAY COMPANIONS

1 2 10.5
2 9 6.5

4
1
7

2
2

6 8.5



(LI)
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Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

BOYS§ GRADE 3, PLAY COMPANIONS (Continued)

6
7
8
9

10

11
12
13

10
13
3

11
12

6.5
13
4.5
12
2

8.5
10.5
4.5

BOYS, GRADE 3, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 1 8.5
2 7 3.5
3 2 1..5

4 14. 5.5
5 3 11(5

6 8 8.5
7 13 13
8 11 8,5
9 10 11.5

10 12 3.5

11 6 8,5
12 9 5.5
13 5 1.5

GIRLS, GRADE 44 WORK COMPANIONS

1 12 12
2 8 10

3 2 1.5

4 5 7.5
5 1 1.5

6 4 7.5
7 7 6
8 10 11
9 6 4

10 9 Li-
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Pupil Teacher 4tudgment Pupil
sociometric status

GIRLS, GRADE 4,

11
12

GIRLS, GRADE

WORK COMPANIONS (Continued)

3

PLAY ,COMPANIONS

9

1 12 11.5
2 10 11.5
3 3 3
4 5 10
5 1 1

6 2 7.5
7 6 7.5
8 9 7.5
9

jt
7.5

3.0 3

11 7 5
12 11 3

GIRLS, GRADE 4, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 12 12
2 10 11

4
6
7

6
8.5

5 1 1

6 7

g i 10
8.5

9 4 II.
10

. 9 3

11 3 2
12

BOYS, GRADE 4, WORK COMPANIONS

1 9 6
2 14. 17.5
3 17 17.5
L. 1 I
5 16 17.5

vassswiwasamoNIMINII



Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

BOY S, GRADE Li., WORK COMPANIONS (Continued)

6 6
7 7
8 11
9 3

10 3.0

11 1.'-

12 2

1.13 13
8

15 12

16 5
3.7 15
18 18
19 19

BOYS, GRADE 4., PLAY COMPANIONS

1 8
2 12 31.5
3 16 16.5
11. 7 1
5 17 19

6 t 16.5
Z 2.510 10
9 1 6

10 5 9

11 9 6
12 3 8
*I3 2 2.5

13 6
15 15 13

16 10 11

1.4
3194 13

16 5
19 18 13

11.5
2
6
8.5

13.5
3.0

11.5

g*5

6

1705
13.5



Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociametric status

BOYS, GRADE 4, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 6

2 15
17

16

6 9
8

8 12
2

10 11

11 7
12 1
13 4
14 10
15 13

17
31i

16

18
19 19

GIRLS, GRADE 5, WORK CaMPANIONS

1 11 9.5

2 12 12

4
1
3

4.5

5 2 4.5

6
t

6

7
1

8 7 7.5

9 8 11

10 9 9.5

11 10 7.5

12 5 2

L.
17.5
17.5
1
17.5

10.5
3
6
8.5

13.5

2

8.5
7
10.5

12
13.5
17.5
15
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Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometrie status

GIRLS, GRADE 5, PLAY COMPANIONS

12
8
7
6
5

1
2
3
4.

6

8
9

10

12

GMLS,

11

10
1

GRADE SEAT COMPANIONS

Ui
12

6

L.

9
2.5

6
6
9

9
2.

1 n 12
2 12 111

4
6
3

3.5
3

5 4 5 5
6 5 8.5
7 1 1
8 7 8 5
9 8 8

10 9 8.5

n 3.0 5,5
12 2

BOYS, GRADE WORK COMPANII0 S

13
2

6

a 2

6
2.5

13.5
6



Pupil Teadher judgment Pupil
sociametrid status

BOYS, GRADE 5, WORK COMPANIONS (Continued)

9
10
11
12
13

12
10

9

BOYS, GRADE 5, PLAY COMPANIONS

8.5
12
2.5
10.5
10.5

6

1 10 9

2 1 5.5
3 5 1
4 9 7
5 4 3

6 13 9
7 8 9
8 7 3
9 11 11

10 2 12.5

11 6 3
12 12 12.5

13 14 M.
14. 3 5.5

BOIS, GRADE 5, SEAT COMPANIONS

3. 12 6.5

2 2 3
3 5 6.5
4 9 9
5 L. 13.

6
7
8
9

10

11
12

10
6
1
11

7

e8
13

11
11
6.5
3
6.5
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Pupil Teadher judgment Pupil
sociametrie status

BOYS, GRADE 5, SEtT COMPANIONS (Continued)

13
3

GIRLS, GRADE 6, WORK COMPANIONS

13
3

1 7 3
2 1 6
3 5 5
4 6 3
5 13 13

6 2 7.5
7 L. lo
8 3 13
9 12 13

10 6 1

11 11 10
12 10 7.5
13 14 lo

14 9 3

GIRLS, GRADE 6, PLAY COMPANIONS

1 3 1.5
2 2 13

?4
1
4

3.5
5

5 13 6.5

0 8 8.5

7 5 6.5
8 9 10.5
9 12 10.5

10 7 1.5

11 11 13

12 10 8.5
13 14 13
14 6 3.5

4101.1..11.-



Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

GIRLS, GRADE 6, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 7
2 L.

4
3 2.5
2 2.5

5 14 9

6 5 9

7 1 13.5
8 8 9
9 11 9
10 6 2

5
9

11 9 12
12 12 6

1:4

13
10

13.5
4

BOYS, GRADE 6, WaRK COMPANIONS

1 2 9
2 10 2

3 5 4
4 14 11.5
5 12 13.5

6 7 13.5
11 5
1 1

9 3 7
10 6 7

11 L. 10
12 8 11.5
13 13 7
34 9 3

BOYS, GRADE 6, PLAY COMPANIOiS

1 LI-

2 5
3 1
4 11
5 13

8.5
1

13.5



Pupil Teacher judgment Pupil
sociometric status

BOYS, GRADE 6, PLAY COMPANIONS (Continued)

6

8
9

10

11
12
13

3
6

12
5.5
2
8.5

2 5.5

14 10
12 13.5

9
8 L.

BOYS, GRADE 6, SEAT COMPANIONS

1 3 10

2 7 2

3 2 3
I. 12 11

5 314-
13

6 8 13
7 lo 4
8 1 1
9 6 8.5

10 4 5.5

11 13 8.5
12 11 13
13 9 7
J4. 5 5.5


